STATE OF ILLiNGIS

.:‘,"1’(--;.“ —— —— o~ —
o NEZEIVER
T oom - - L
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION i
Office of General Counsel '®v________ !
MEMORANDU UM
TO: 96-0404 Service List
FROM: G. Darryl Reedfi
Staff Counsel *~
DATE: January 7, 1597
RE: ICC Staff Exhibit 2.01, Schedule 1 (Public Version)

Due to an oversight, certain non-proprietary responses to
Staff’s data request which were submitted Dby Teleport
Communications Group, Inc. and USN Communications, Inc. were
omitted from ICC Staff Ex. 2.01, Schedule 1. The responses are
attached.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions. I can be
reached at (312) 793-2877.

GDR/xps

160 North LaSaile Street, Suite C-800, Chicago, illinois 60601-3104
Telephone (312] 793-2877 Fax [312] 793-1556 TOD ("V/TTY™) [312] 814.5845



TTC

Telenort Limmumicatons oo lLc

233 5z.tn vadker e Lol L.

Chage, (324886
Tel 3127285229

Fax: 31270533801

Novembar 13,1996

G. Darrvi Reed

Office orf General Counsel -
[llinois Commerce Commission o -
State ot [llinots Butlding - _

160 North LaSalle Street. Suite C-800 - .
Chicago. (L 60601-310-

Stacy L. Buecker i
Telecommunications Division

[llinois Commerce Commission

327 East Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 19280

Springrield. [L 62794-6280

Re: Ulinois Commerce Commission Docket No, 96-0404.

Dear Mr. Reed and Ms. Buecker:

Please rind attacned the response of Teleport Communications Group Inc.. on behalt of its
certificated [llinois operating arfiliates TCG Illinois and TCG Chicago. the response to Staft Da:
Requests {-11. Please note that confident: . :ntormation is being provided pursuarnt :o the
standard protective agreement standards uiz2 in this docket.

Please rezl free to contact me if vou have any questions regarding this matter.

Very truly yours.
/-'—_——_‘

N -
N ki’if) < -

-

Douglas W'. Trabaris

Enc.



[Hlinots Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

1. Whether your entity is providing:
a) business exchange service:
b) residential exchange service:
c) business exchange access service or residential exchange access service,

identifving special or switched access.

Al 2) Yes.
b) No.
<) TCG provides nusiness exchange access service. both special 2nd switched
access.

Witness Resronsiole: Elizabeth A, Howland



[llinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

2. The number of access lines in [BT s scrvice territory that are served by vour entiny.

A. Please retfer to the response of TCG to Staff Data Request ARPT-1. which wasa

contidential document filed with the Commission on November 27, 1695 This
inforrauon wiil be updated when end-or-vear information becomes avaizbiz.

Witrness Responsible: Zlizabeth AL Howland



INlinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

1. The scope of the geographic area and the number and type of customers for which
vour entity's services are available within IBT’s service territory.

Al The scope of the geographic area TCG provides service to business customers is those
portions of MSA-1 also served by Ameritech [llinois and Central Telephone Company of
Illinois. For the data reiating to the number of customers of TCG. please see the response
to queston 2.

‘e

Witness Responsitis: Elizateth A, Howland

-



[linois Commerce Commission Docket No. Y0-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

The extent to which your entity is using irs own facilities 1o provide service or is

5.
using unbundled elements or resold services obtained from IBT.
A. Objection. The information sought is highly confidenual trade secrets. Section 7 of the

[llinois Freedom of Information A.ct STLCS 7/140(g)(1996) exempts from rublic
disclosure trade secrets and commerciai or financial information where the rrade secrets
or information are proprietary. privi '=g°~' or confidential. Theextent to winicn TCG usas
its own tacilities versus those obtained ‘rom Ameritech wouid. if disclosed 2

competitors. reveai the size and geograpnic location of TCG's network. Tiuis. in turm.
will put TCG at a competitive disadvantage. TCG will disclose this information to Staff
ot the Commussicn if the Commission adopts @ more restricive Proprietary oreement s

wiil soon be proposed bv TCG. Such inrormation inthe nands of TCG's compet: tors
could cause serious financial harm. “loreover. other than S. 1. the commissioners.
Federal Communications Commission and the United States Department of Justice. such

[

information serves no valid purpose in the hands of others

Witness Responsible: N’'A



[llinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

6. A description of vour entity’s facilities in operation in [BT s service area.
A. TCG's arfiliates operating in those portions of MSA-1 that are ajso served by Ameritech

[llinois have a fiber optic nenwork of approximately 370 route miles. [n addition. TCG's
operating affiliates utilize a Class 3 local exchange switch located in Chicago. [llinois.

Witness Responsible: Elizabeth A, Howland



[Hlinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

7. Whether your entiry is currently constructing or significantly expanding 1ts facilities
in IBT’s service territory , and. if so. when the construction/expansion is expected to

be completed.

Al Objection. The information relating 1o current expansion of TCG’s network is xighly
connidenuial trade secrets. Section 7 of the [llinois Freedom of Informauon Act. S ILCS
7.140(g2)(1996) exempts from public disclosure trade secrets and commerc:ai or financial
information where the trade secrets or information are proprietary, priviiegsc o
confidential. The current deployment ot facilities of TCG would. if dis
compe:itors. reveal the size and geograzhic location of TCG's network excansion plans.
This. inwmn. will zut TCG at a comeeritive disadvantage. TCG wiil disciose this
information to Start of the Commussion if the Commission acopts a more r2sirictive
Proprietary Agreement as will soon -2 proposed by TCG. Such information in the hands
of TCG's compe:itors could cause serous financial harm. Moreover. other than Staif. the
commissioners. th2 Federal Communications Commission and the Urited States
Department of Justice. such information serves no valid purpose in the hands or others
The portion ot is guestion seeking future network expansion plans calls for sceculation
about the nature and extent to which TCG is expanding its network. Such information is
not known with any ceraintyv. given the vagaries of the markeatpiace.

@)

LT
S o

(o]
(@]
N

Witness Responsible: N'A



[Nlinois Commerce Commission Docket No. Y6-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Requesr of Staff

8. The average provisioning intervals and maintenance times for services IBT provides
to the entity.

Al For September. 1996, Ameritech’s averaging provisioning interval was 20 business davs.
and Ameritech provisioned TCG's orders 83% on ume.

Witness Responsible: Elizabeth A Howiand



lilinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

9. Whether your entiny is currently offering telecommunications services within IBT's
service territory.

a) If no, please describe your entity’s plans for providing telecommunications
services in IBT’s service territory within the next nine months.

b) If ves. please describe both what your entity is currently offering and what
services your entity is planning to offer within the next nine months.

Al Yes.
a) N/A
b) For curren: crferings. please see TCG's tanffs on rile with the Commussion. The

portion of the question se2king future offerings cails for speculation azout what
new services. if anv. TCG plans to offer in [llinots. Such information is not
known with any certainty. given the uncertainty of the marketpiace.

Witness Responsible: Elizaseth A. Howland _--



[llinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Tcleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

10.

Please describe any complaints/problems vou have against IBT concerning
interconnection (e.g. time delays).

TCG lilinots has been unaole to obtain a satisfactorv level of redundancy in our facilities
interconnecting our network with Ameritech [llinois to ensure against network outages i~
the event that the interconnection fails. Amentech lllinois originally proposed that TCG
lllinots’s nerwork be interconnected with Ameritech’s network through only one tandem
switch. TCG Illinois prorosed interconnections at both tandem and end otfice switches.
with the use of dual trunks 10 avoid service loss in the event of 2 trunk {ailure. This
standarc is consistent v.i:x TCG lllinots’s engineering of its own network 113 such a way
that no single points of Zallure exist. and alternarive routes are available ror rarfic in e
event of 2 network failurz ro avold service ourages.

TCG lilinois currently is intarconnected with Ameritech’s network through collocations
at Ameritech’s tandem switches or the closest collocated end office. cach ot which has «
single point of failure. Ameritech did not allow TCG [llinois to implement diverse
trunking to avoid a singie point of failure. claiming that its own network was engineered
with a single point of failure for many of its routes.

The tailure of Ameritech: [llinois to allow TCG Illinois to implement redundant facilities
resulted in a service outage for TCG lllinois customers for traffic from the 708 and 530
areas codes on Septemeer 20, 1996 that {asted from 10:30 a.m. 10 2:30 p.m.. A contraciis
workiny ror Ameritech [llinois in Oakbrook. [l. misread a construction pernutt and
proceeded to dig a trench approximateiy 2§ of a mile 2ast of the permitted area.
Ameritech’s contractor cut 2 major TCG [llinots tiber iine leading to the Ockbrook
central office. TCG lllinotis is currently collocated at Ameritecn ilitnois’s Oakbrook
central office. and is connected to the LaGrange tandem via DS3 from Oazkbrook.
Theretore. the fiber {eading to the Oakbrook central office is the single point of fatlure
from TCG Illinois to the LaGrange tandem. The fiber cut on Sept. 20. 1996 caused a
significant and costly service outage for TCG Illinois customers. through no fault of TCC
[llinois.

Witness Responsible: Elizabeth A. Howland



[linois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404
Response of Teleport Communications Group to
Data Request of Staff

11. Please provide the number of access lines, by MSA in [BT’s service territory, that
yvour entity provides to end user customers in the following categories:

a)
b)

c)

using facilities wholly owned by the carrier;

where some or all facilities are obtained as unbundled network elements; and
where network access line service is resold.

See the response o question 2.

Objection. Sze tha2 ranonale for tiie objection contained in the reszonsz o

question 3.

Zero.

Witness Responsible: Elizapeth A. Howland
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COMMUNICATIONS

Stacv L Buecker
Telecommunications Division

o

(llino1s Commerce Commission
527 East Capitol
Springzeid. [ 62794-9280

1y,
)
3. Darrvi Ree .
Office of General Counsetl o ~ )
llino1s Commerce Comimussion SDMS"/;)/T‘
£

State of [llinois Building
160 North LaSalle Street. Suite C-300

Chicago, [L 60601-3104
Re:  ’nvestugaton Concerning IBT
Compitance with Section 271(c) of
ne Tlecommurucancns Act of 1696
‘CC Docker No. vm-aid

Dear Ms. Buecker & Mr. Read:

['have enciosed the responses to the data requests presented in vour Octoper L 1.
1996 riiing to all cerufied local exchange comparues.

If you have any quesuons. [ can be contacted at 312-906-3592.

Sincersiv,

o ;ZJLW"\L Q— . \g e S—

Robert R. Neumann
Director of Legai. Reguiatory
and Exrernal Affairs
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5)

6)

ICC Okt No. 96-0404 cage 1 10125

I[CC ZOCKET NO. 26-0<04
USN COMMUNICATIONS. INC. RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS
POSED BY THE CHAIRMAN. COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF PERTAINING
TO THE OFFERINC CF LOCAL ENCHANGE SERVICE

Whether wcur ennty 1s providing

a) business exchange service:  Yes
b) residentiai exchange service; Yes
c) ousiness exchange access service or residential exchange access service,

1denurying special or switched access.

None

Less than 1.000

The numeber 2n¢ locations of the iBT switches 1a [1linots that are connec:ad to locai locos

served by vour endry.

Reseil Only in MSA-{

The scope of the geographic area and the number and tvpe of customers [or which vour

entity’s services are available within IBT's service territory.

a) MSA-1 (Geograpnic Termitory)
2) Prnmaniv Smail & Medium Size 3usinesses

The extent to which your entity is using its own facilities to provide service or is using

unbundled 2iements or resoid services obtained fom BT.
100% Resold
A description of your entity’s facilities in operation in [BT’s service a:e

None

Whether vour entity {s currently constructing or significantly expanding its facilities iz

IBT's service temitory , and. if so. when the constuction‘expansion 1s expected to be
compieted.

None

Wy



3)

e
—

10)

D)

The average provisiorung intervals and maintenance umes [of services BT provides o
the ennry.

Limited sxpenence with these issues. [0 date. crovisioning new service
requires acproximately tvo (2) days and twenry-rour (24) howrs for repair.

“Whether vour ennry surentiv offering relecommurnications sarvices within BT s semvics
terntory.
a) [f no, please czscribe your entity’s plans for providing telecommunicaticns

services IBT's service territory within the next nine months.

N/A

D) If yes. piease describe both what vour entity is currently offering and what
services vour ennuty is pianning to otfer within the next nine months.
?rimaniv. r2soid local (non-cenwex) and long-distance 0 businesses.

Please describe any compiaints/problems vou have against IBT concerning
interconzections (e.g., time delays).

None at this time.

Please provide the number of access lines. by MSA in [BT s service temitory, that vour
entity provides 1o end user customers in the following categories:

a) using faciiities wholly owned by the carrier:
None

b) where some or ail faciiities are obtained as unbundied nerwork elemeznts: azd
None

c) where nenwork access line service is resoid.

Less than 1.000 in MSA-1

ICC Dkt. No. 96-0404 pags 2 1Q/25/96



STATE OF MICHIGAN
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
In the matter, on the Commuission’s own motion,

to consider Ameritech Michigan’s compliance

)

) Case No. U-11104
with the competitive checklist in Section 271 )

)

)

of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) ss.
COUNTY OF INGHAM )

Julie A. Wood, being duly swomn, deposes and says that she is an employee of Clark Hill
P.L.C., and that on January 9, 1997, a copy of the Comments of Teleport Communications Group
Inc. was served upon:

See attached service list.

Except as otherwise noted on the attached list, service was accomplished by depositing same in a
regular mail depository, enclosed in envelopes bearing postage fully prepaid and addressed properly.

7

A

Pl

Julie/A. Wood

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this Sth day of January, 1997.

-

Karen Lamb, Notary Public
Clinton County, Acting in
Ingham County, Michigan
Expiration: May 4, 1997



David Voges

Assistant Attorney General
6545 Mercantile Way, Ste. 15
Lansing, MI 48911
Representing MPSC Staff

Orjiakor N. Isiogu
Assistant Attormey General
Special Litigation Division
P.O. Box 30212

Lansing, M1 48909

Representing Michigan Attorney

General

Todd J. Stein

Brooks Fiber Communications
2855 Oak Industrial Drive, NE
Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Representing Brooks Fiber

Glen A. Schmiege

Mark J. Burzych

Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith
313 S. Washington Sq.
Lansing, MI 48933
Representing MECA

Albert Ernst

Dykema Gossett

800 Michigan National Twr.
Lansing, MI 48933
Representing MCI

Norman Witte

115 W. Allegan

Lansing, MI 48933
Representing WorldCom

SERVICE LIST
CASE NO. U-11104

tJ

Harvey J. Messing
Sherri A. Wellman
Loomis, Ewert, Parsley,
Davis & Gotting
232 S. Capitol Ave,, Ste. 1000
Lansing, MI 48933
Representing Climax Telephone
Company

Richard D. Gamber, Jr.

Michigan Consumer Federation

115 W. Allegan, Ste. 500

Lansing, MI 48933

Representing Michigan Consumer
Federation

Richard P. Kowalewski

Spnnt Communications Company L .P.
8140 Ward Parkway, SE

Kansas City, MO 64114
Representing Sprint

Dawvid E. S. Marvin

Fraser, Trebilcock, Davis and
Foster, PC

1000 Michigan National Tower

Lansing, MI 48933

Representing MCTA

Joan Marsh

AT&T Communications, Inc.
4660 S. Hagadorn Rd., 6th Fl.
East Lansing, MI 48823
Representing AT&T



Katherine E. Brown

U.S. Department of Justice
Antitrust Division

555 4th Street, N'W.
Washington, DC 20001
Representing U.S. Department
of Justice

Craig A. Anderson
Ameritech Michigan

444 Michigan Ave , Rm 1750
Detroit, MI 48226
Representing Ameritech
Michigan

Richard C. Gould
Phone Michigan
45635 Wilson Avenue
Grandwille, MI 49418
Representing BRE
Communications

Andrew O. Isar
Telecommunications Resellers Assn.
4312 92nd Ave., N.W.

P.O. Box 2461

Gig Harbor, WA 98335
Representing Telecom. Resellers

Timothy P. Collins

Continental Cablevision, Inc.

26500 Northwestern Hwy , Ste. 203
Southfield, MI 48076
Representing Continental
Telecommunications

wI

Gayle Teicher

Federal Communications Commission

Policy Division, Common Carrier
Bureau

1919 M Street, N W, Rm. 544

Washington, DC 20554

Representing FCC

Linda L. Oliver

Hogan & Hartson LLP

555 Thirteenth Street, N.'W.
Washington, DC 20004
Representing CompTel
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DyYxrxMA GOSSETT

PRrosessdni Lwivee Lusn my Qavsany
800 MiSHIGAN NATIONAL Towen
Liaxstra, Mieuoax ¢8038-1707

:HN ARPOr, :ucmum TRLEARONE (317) $74.8100 DaraceT, MBS aAn
LODMAIELD MiLLy, o )
e,.,”: .w_:': Micirean YRLECOP &R (617) 3746191 @ "“"w":'.:t,:,,n";"l
ALBERT ERNAT DmECT DIAL
: (517 3749158
Jenuary 9, 1997

X=9 1%

PUBLIC SERVICE
M!CH!GANF ED

Ms, Dorothy Wideman JAN - 91597
Executive Secretary

Michigan Public Servics Cammission

6545 Mercartile Way ' _COMMISSION

Lansing, MI 48911

Rax Case No. U-11104
Response of MCI to Submission of Information of Ameritech

b

Mr! Widaman!
Enclosed please find origing! and fiftcen copies of Response of MC] Telscoramunicetions
Corpotation © Submission of Information of Ameritech Michigan. Also enclosad is Proof of
Service upon the Parties of Record.

If there are any questions or comrents, do net hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
DYKEMA GOSSETT rLLC
Albert Emst
AE/jmb
Enclosurss
¢c: Parties of Record
Joan Campion
LA\ 16404
IDNAE
817 334 3712 01-13-97 0&:27PM POJI K42
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

I EEREN ,

In the matter, on the Commiseion’s own motion,
10 consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance
with the competitive checklist in 271 of Saction
the Telscommunications Act of 1996.

Case No. 1J-11104
MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
FILED

et N Nl St N

JAN - § 1897
STATE OF MICHIGAN )

Jss.
COUNTY OF INGHAM ) _COMMISSION

Ginger Soles, belng first duly sworn, deposes and says that onxhn Sth day of
Jmuuy. 1997, she cauutl to be served upon the persons listed in the sttached Service List, coples
of Response of MCI Telecommunications Corporation to Submission of Informstion of Ameritech
Michigan in the above-referenced matter, by plecing said copies in envelopes addresaed to cach

person listed on the Service List and, with postage fully prepaid thereon, deposited said envelopes

o ‘ |
ClagerSoles

Subscribed and ywom to before me this $th day of January, 1997.

in & Unitad States maii roceptacle.

M. Baker, Notary Public
County, Michigan
My commission expires: 6/19/01

517 334 3752 01-13-§7 O4: 27PN PO1Z 842
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MR NORMAN C WITTE

WORLDCOM INC,
115 WALLEGAN AVE, 10TH FLOOR
LANSING M1 48933-1712

HON. FRANK STROTHER

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

.POBOX 30221
LANSING MI 48509

MR TIMOTHY P. COLLINS
26500 NORTHWESTERN HWY
SUITE 203

SOUTHFIELD M1 48076

MR RICHARD F. KOWALSKI

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY

8140 WARD PARKWAY SE
KANSAS CITY MO 64114

MR DAVID VOGES
ASSISTANT ATTORNEYGENERAL
6545 MERCANTILE WAY, STE 15§
LANSING MI 48911

ORNAKOR N, ISJQQU

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
PO BOX 30212

LANSING MI 48909

MR LARRY SALUSTRO

AT&T

4660 S, HAGADORN §TH FLOOR
EAST LANSING MI 48823

MR RODERICK §. COY

MR STEWART A. BINKE
200N CAPITOL AVE., STB 600
LANSING M1 48933

CRAIG ANDERSON

AMERITBCH MICHIGAN

444 MICHIGAN AVENUE ROOM 1750
DETROIT M1 43326

MS JOAN CAMPION

MCT TELECOMMUNICATIONS

205 N MICHIGAN AVENUE STE 3700
CHICAGO L 60601

5:7 33 3712

SERVICELIST

MR WILLIAM CELIO DIRECTOR
COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION
PO BOX 30221 '
LANSING MI 48909

TODD J. STEIN BROOKS FIBER
COMMUNICATIONS

2253 OAK INDUSTRIAL DIVE NE
GRAND RAPIDS, MI 49506-1277

MARK J. BURZYCH

FOSTER SWIFT COLLINS & SMITH
313 8, WASHINGTON SQUARE
LANSING MI 48933

DAVID E. MARVIN

FRASER TRERILCOCK DAVIS & POSTER
1000 MICHIGAN NATIONAL TOWER
LANSING MT 48933

SHERRJ A. WELLMAN

LOOMIS EWERT PARSLEY DAVIS & QOTTING
232 § CAPITOL AVENUE SUITE 1000

LANSING M] 48933

RICHARD D, GAMBER JR

MICHIGAN CONSUMER FEDERATION
115 W. ALLEGAN BUITE 500

LANSING M1 48933

ANDREW C. ISAR

TELEPHONE COMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS
ASSN

P.O, BOX 2461

QICG HARBOR WA 98335

KATHERINE E. BROWN

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
335 4TH STREEBT.N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001

CAYLE TEICHER

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET, ROOM 544

WASHINGTON, D.C. 30554

LINDA L. OLIVER

HOGAN & HARTSON

$38 13TH ST. NW
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20004

LAV 16405
T\ AZ

Ci=13=97 D4:27PN POI3 #42
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STATE OF MICRIGAN
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion, )
to consider Amoritech Michigan’s complignce with ) i) W
the competitive checklist in Section 271 of the ) MmN Fﬁ%’g SERVICE
Telecommunications Act of 1996 )
JAN - 9 W87
.COMMISSION

RESPONSE OF
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPOMTION

MCI Telecommunicstions Corporation ("MCI"), by 1ts attorneys, submits this Response to
the Submisaion of Information of Ameritech Michigan submitted to the Commission in this
procesding. The pm;pou of this Response is 1o address whether Ameritech Michigan meets the
requirements of and fully implements the competitive checklist set forth in Section 271(e)(2)(B) of
the Act. While MCI doss not address in this Response each and every checklist item,' for those that
are addressed it is clear that Ameritech Michigan bas failed to sustain its burden. Accordingly, MCl
urges the Commission to conclude that Ameritech Michigan has not sustained it burden of showing
that it meets and fully implemsats the competitive checkligt set forth in Section 271(c)(2)(8) of the

Act,

! MCI will be filing & response to Amaeritech Michigan's recent application to the Federal
Communications Commission on chacklist compliance, as well as all other requirements that

" must be satisfied before Ameritech Michigan may be authorized to provide in-region long

distance services.

817 334 3712 01-13-97 04:27PM POI4 #42
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i OVERVIEW

g | Pursuant to the Act, before making any determination that an Ameritech application to
k provide in-region interLATA services should be denied or spproved, the Federal Communications

P 271(c) have been met? Section 271 of the Telecoramunications Act of 1996, provides the
mechanism by which te Bell Operating Companies (BOCs) such as Ameritech may apply for
authorizarion to provide intezrL ATA service originating in the statss in their regions. Subsection

271(d)(3) of the Act ssts forth the three-part substantive test that the Fedaral Communisations

| Commission (FCC) must epply:

' The Commission shall not approve the anlwrmnon requested in an
| ' application . . . unless it finds that --

| (A) the BOC has met the requirements of (c)(1) and

i : (D with respect to access aod interconnsction

' _ provided pursvant to subsection (c)(1)(A), has fully
implemented the competitive checklist in subsection
©))(B); or

(i) with respect to access and interconnection gener-
ally offered pursuant to a statement under subsection
(©)(1XB), such statement offers all of the items included in
the campetitive checklist;

o (B) the authorization will be carried out in accordance with the
1 separate afflliate requirements of section 272; and

(C) the requested authorization is consistent with the public interest,
conveniencs, and necessity.

2 Ses Section 271(d)(2)(B).
. 3 Pub.L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (to be codified at 47 U.S.C. §§ 151 gtseq).
| | » 2

‘-t\;:‘n-ﬂ_,'m 5317 334 3712 01-13-97 04:27PM POI5 842

Comamission ("FCC") shall consult the Commission to verify whether the requirenents of Segtiori ™~~~ "~
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Two fundamental facts underlie the telephony portions of the Act: local exchange markets

are monopolies; the long distance market is competitive, The prircipal purposes of the Act,

e

_mcordingly. are to bring competition to the local markets while preserving existing competition

in the long distance market See Implementation of the Tocal Conmetition Provizions in the Te
communications Act of 1994, First Report and Order, at 43, CC Docket No, 96-98, FCC 96-325
(rel. Aug. 8, 1996) (noting thind goal of preserving universal service) (hereinafter “Order"), peg.
for review filed sub nom, Jowa Yitil Board v, FCC. Nos. $6-3221 and censolidated cases).
Section 271 furthers the underlying statutory goal of providing to all connumers the benefits of
competition in the form of lower prices, improved quality, and innovative gervices.

Amr;riwch's entry into the long-distance market is inextricably tied to the development of

e e v L —— iz e
RN <. oo T X

[}
local carnpetition. Ameritech itself argues that the promise of in-region eniry into the inter] ATA

e e gy £ e,

a—as b -
e

market serves as an incentive for them to enter ingto, and fully implernent, access and

interconnection agreements with new competitors in their loca) markets. Ameritech’s view of

section 271 as a form of incentive regulation that induces them to open their monopolies to

. competition is shared by members of Congress. As stated by Representative Bliley, the principal
i . | . sponsor of the House bill, "the key to this bil} is the creation of ap incentive for the current
} ~~ monaopolies t0 open their markets 1o competidon.® 141 Cong. Rec. HB282 (daily ed. Aug. 2,
3 1995) (statzment of Rep. Bliley). The Commission has taken a realistic view of the counser-incen-
I ‘_ .ﬁm.mdngtbeinequalityofbugaidngpowermdmemmdnmﬂwofmmbemlow
'ir'fi: ' exchange carricrs (LECs) “to discoursge entry and robust competition” in local markets. Qrder

Ao
Lt

+ See, 8.2, Ameritach Reply Comments in CC Docket No. 98-98, ot 7.
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